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VID AND NACRhTANIE 
IN THE SLAVONlC GRAMMATICAL TERMINOLOGY1 
Needless to say, the category of aspect is of great importance, especially in the 
verbal systems of the Slavonic languages. This term is obviously a "calque" of an Old 
Slavonic word vid , which in turn corresponds to the Greek el~0~ in the works of the 
Alexandrian grammarians. 
This word is said to have appeared flrst in an Old Church Slavonic translation 
of a grammati~al tractatus "On the Eight Parts of Speech" , the oldest manuscript 
of which is a Serbian reduction of the 14th century. Although this tractatus was 
formerly believed to have been written by St. John of Damascus (Ioan Damaskin) in 
the 8th century, a doubt was subsequently cast upon its authorship, and now it is 
commonly referred to as "Pseudc~Damascene" . 
However, as far as we learn from the definition of vid , or 8T~oq as well, in the 
above mentioned Greek and Old Church Slavonic works, it should be understood that 
originally it was a term concerning word derivation in general and had nothing to 
do with grammar. It is quite understandable, therefore, that the term is applied not 
only to the derivation of verbs, but also to that of nouns. 
For example, in Pseudo-Damascene the category of vid of nouns is defined as 
follows: 
BHAh ?KC HlvtCNbk A1~AFtTh Cf Bk Cld' Bb nphB<)EhITN<) H A1~HCTBhN<> H 
n,)BI~eTN(1) H pcAcAdTN(,). nphB()BhITN(,) IecTb CC' BCdKb YAeB13Kh. Nf Ec 
(,)Tb HNcro npiICTh CC. Al~HCThBNcf ?KC Cf, hAK(> e)Th AtHCTBd npC'~Lt-
EdeTh Ce, haKc Ce' KC,BdYh. APliBeA1~AkL. (,)Th pcAA }Kt ttLKc CC' hAdNTdKb, 
WOyMf. (,)Th RcBl~CTN ?Kf, kLK,~ Cf' (,)EtWCNHKh. (,)El~CeNiH E(,) nc'AdCTh 
BceMey P,~Aey (~)E1~weNid HMe2. 
" id of nouns is divided into the following types: prim~Lry, deverbative, assertive 
and qualitative. The primary form is as BCI~Kh YA(,EtKh ("every man"), because it 
is not derived from another noun. Those which are named through derivation from 
an action are like t(()BdYb ("smith") - from KcBdTH ("to forge"), ApI~BC'Al~AkL 
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noencmb because it stands as a "predicate" of the group of men, who are posessed by 
an evil spirit. From this point of view, the term noe,1,cmb seems to be applied, though 
not very appropriately, to denote kt~tik6n, which means "that which fell into one's 
posession" . On the other hand, however, poa can be interpreted as denoting a genus 
like ee(Dv ( "belongmg to god) ee6~" , which is the example cited by Dionysius of the 
word paro~nymo'n, though his definition of it is quite different (the word paro~nym6n 
means "denominative" ) . 
On the other hand, the explanation concerning vid or el50~ of verbs is relatively 
brief in Pseudi>Damascene as well as in Dionysius: 
BHAb ?Ke MNc,r,~(!)Epd~N1; rAdr(>AfTh ct. Bh AbeEcMoYApiH H pl~YcT(,-
YhCTBt H HMfNfXb･ YTc ?t<f lecTh BHAh Bh pl~YtXh･ haBHMh. BHAb rAdr(>A-
teTb cc ptYH AI~AHMl~H Nd ABc,e. Bh nphBccEpd~Nof H npI~B,~AN,~f. taKc cf: 
nphBo(,)Epd~N(,te npiHMOY･ XcKle: npl~B(>ANce ?Kf: Bhcx,~Klc. BbcnpiHMey: 
(~)Tb npieTiA E(,) BhcnpifTic npcYdd TdKcBdA. (V. Jagi6, op. cit., p. 45) 
E1~n ~~ ~60, 7cpG)1:6TvlEov xc,t 11:ccp~Y(DYov' TCpG)T6TUIEov u~v olov ap~G), IccltpdYG)Yov 
~~ o~ol' dp~e6(D. 
However, we cannot but point out that there is a very important difference 
in the conception of the two terms: as is evident from the examples cited above, 
npl~B<)ANcf, or the derived form, is, in the former, derived from its primary form, 
or nphB'~(~)EpA~N(>f, by adding the prefix: XcKlc (i.e. xouy) - BhCXcKK' i.e. 
eocxo~ry "to want"). npiHMOY - BbcnpiHMey ("to receive"), while in the latter 
para'go~gon, or the derived form, is derived from pr~t6typon, or the primary form, 
by adding a suffix and not by means of prefix: e,g. ap~e6(D from ap~(A) ( "to water" ) 
by the addition of the suifix *-eu' (cf. Slavonic verbal suffix -e/ov-) . Just the same 
can be said in relation to the nominal derivation: para'go~~on YoeL~'Co~ ( "born from 
the Earth" ) is derived from its prot~tfpon Y ~ ( "the Earth" ) by means of the suffix 
*-e~-i yo-. 
This difference may seem at first glance to be of quite a trivial nature. But, in 
view of the procedure by which aspectual pairs are formed in the Slavonic languages, 
it should never be ignored: as is well known, in the Slavonic languages verbs of 
perfective vid are mostly derived from their imperfective counterpart by means of 
prefixation and not by sufiixation. As for sufiixation, it is usually made use of when 
"secondary" imperfectives are formed from prefixed perfective verbs. Therefore, if 
the term is applied exclusively to denote procedure of suffixation, it would be not 
?
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appropriate for denoting the procedure of aspectual formation. 
On the other hand, derivation by means of suffixation is treated in the work of 
the Alexandrian grammarian under the rubric of sche~ma: 
~x~uetTot 6~ 6voudT(Dv ~0Tt Tp(cc' aTcXoO¥,, a61'esTOV, 7cccpcca6veeTov' a7:koOv u~~' 
olov M~uvol', a61'eel:ov 8~ o~ov 'AYceu~uvG)v, ITocpoea61'eeTov 8~ olov 'AYoeue~vovt~~~ t 
~LXL7E7EC8~~. - To-v ~~ avl'e~1:G)v ~LceYOpOC( etaL T~aac,peq. a u~v Yap oe3Te)~v t etoLv ~x ~60 
TeXe(e)v,(S~ Xetp((70~o~, a ~~ ~x ~60 dlToXeClcovTG)v,(5q ~0~oxX~q, a 8~ ~~ a7coXeC7covlo~ 
xcct TeXeCou,(~~ ~~LX68~uo~, a ~~ ~X TsXeiou xcet ~TcoXe(7covl:o~,(~~ llepLXX~q. 
According to him, there are three kinds of sche~ma: haplofin, sjntheton and 
parasjntheton. haplo~n, or simple form, is a word like M~uv(ov, sjntheton, or a 
synthesized form, Iike AYccueuvovr8n~, "son of Agamemnon" , etc. Therefore, words 
like BhCXcKr~, BhCRpHHMey should have been treated as examples of sfntheton. 
Thus it seems to be certain that the author of Pseudo-Damascene took sche~!Ira 
for e'Idos. This mistake leads him to a confusion in his treatment of ua~rpbmauue, 
which corresponds to the scbe~ma of Dionysius of Thrace. It is found to be difficult , 
indeed, to make any clear distinction between eua and ua~rpbmauue on the basis of 
his explanation: according to him, "ua~rpbmauue is a meaning of verbs if it is simple, 
synthesized or 'persynthesized' as is seen in a simple form AdMh ( "to give" ) , syn-
thesized form Bb~AdMh ("to give over, surrender"), and 'persynthesized' Bb~AdMh 
C M ey ( "to give over to him" ) . 
Accordingly, as mentioned above, in view of the fact that prefixation is the most 
typical of the procedures by which perfective verbs are formed from their imperfective 
counterparts, and that suflixation is used mainly to derive "secondary" imperfectives 
from the prefixed perfective, it is rather uaupbmauue, or sche~ma, that seems to be 
more appropriate to denote this procedure of forming aspectual pairs. 
Thus it is concluded that the term vid was introduced into our grammatical 
terminology, so to speak, by a happy mistake of the author of Pseudi>Damascene. It 
subsequently came to denote mainly the functioning of the derivational procedure of 
aspectual pairs of Slavonic verbs. 
